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kiK>vvicdge gencraily available to OTiC of ordinary skill in the art, io tiuxMy the referetKX' or to 
combine reference teachings. vS^JCosid, Ihere must be a reasonable expecUitioo of success, i- hiaily. 
lik' prif!? an reference (or rctbrenees when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 

limits lioTis, 

Hie lijachisig or suggestion to make the claimed combination and Ihe reasonabk- 
c.xpcctalsun of success mu.st both be found in the prior art, not m appiieani's disclosure. In n' 
hiccK 941 F.2d4S8, 20 IJSPQId 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991 k 

lb;.-e i\^-^is'"ie xs»!ra*-* for ;! HuMixoium lo oon^bino roroscnco; iIk n.uure ^M" 
. '0 1.-5- .V . .V ^vN^ . 0 k . '.js <». h!0 pnor ^n. <md the k.nov<!OQ,ai. of pesson.^ o, .>'<ji>;;r-> 
skill in an." I>. Rouffel 149 i^M 1.150, 1357. 47 llSPQ2d 145.*, 1457-58 (Fed. Cir. 1998) 
(The oos:obitiiU!i>n t>r the reiercnces taught ever>' eiemeni of tlie claimed hiveniion, however 
wiiluast u jnoiivation to combine, a rejection based on prima facie case of obvious was held 
improper.). 

'la Jetcrsrdning the propriety of tbe Patent Office case for obvlousnes.s in the tlrst 
i!>siance, it is viccessary t«? ascenain whether or not the reference teachings would appear to be 
^ n ^ -V . .^a. iit V ng*bv ie.e-.5 >v\o c to m . ihe 
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. ov> v'mi ^O'-'iH »K\ v,Mcnu\.s in ^wlug*. oi ore ot u an L *hc ^ * < i.^ K 
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AppiiffiSiiSi No. 10/675.46;) DixJketNc.: (K>20-5IS2P 

The Conn in A'5ii! hU'I Co. v. Telejkx, Inc., mpra., did not totally reject the use of 
"teaeh.ing, siiggesiion, or iiK.ftivaiion" as a faclor in the obyiousiiess analysis, llather, the Cijuri 
i-ecogvu/.ed that a siiowing of "teaching, suggestion, or motivation" to combine the prior art to 

vt,-} < V OJJ '^aS\' mU nufi^ im Ma cu*. J i r u ! \ ^ iOi ^ 
t. ci vM >n or n ot X ? KtTi (KM) t,w.>Ni \\h>vh t l„ j h s\ i n<. i, 

teaching, suggestion., or niouvation in the prior ar; thai would lead one of ordifsary skill in ihe an 
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The. ccjrppratlve Example- 1 of fee- pres«mt mvemian shows 'tha safee condition as that 

''^•^ o> . v,\ .octoi ar\l a c'lirge-disokugc cydc \i appacu the vj^u. s ^ r 

,s, NO :o sO>. a comparivju tsf ilxairpies I and :2 una \hc c.>rsipaKit:\c ^-xasnpk' . 
'J ..■;v,o.;v, <cai\M ca.^ o;kvl^o.\ \ . . i vro' v>.' la -."\ -.^ .... . v ..sv.\ 
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